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INTRODUCTION 


This report covers the flooding and erosion problems of San Tomas Aquino and 
Saratoga Creeks. The limits of the study are San Tomas Aquino Creek from Williams 
Road to the Bayshore Freeway and Saratoga Creek from Lawrence Expressway to the 
confluence with San Tomas Aquino Creek. 

A review and updating of previous studies is presented as well as the impact of a 
flood control benefit assessment. In a letter of October 11, 1979, the Mayor of the City 
of Santa Clara asked that the Water District investigate the feasibility of using an 
assessment district as a method to finance the Saratoga and San Tomas Aquino Creek 
improvements (see Appendix C for this letter). 

The study shows which portions of the overall project have the greatest economic 
value, how much of the overall project may be constructed with and without additional 
revenues, which alternatives should be chosen for the individual projects, and at what 
time in the future construction will be possible. 
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BACKGROUND AND PROJECT STATUS 


This report summarizes the results and current status of three planning studies: 

1. Saratoga Creek Planning Study - San Tomas Aquino Creek to Lawrence 
Expressway, June 1979 by M. J. Gomez. 

2. San Tomas Aquino Creek - from 680 feet upstream of the confluence with 
Saratoga Creek to Bayshore Freeway, February 1980 by M. J. Gomez. 

3. San Tomas Aquino Creek Preliminary Review Report - Williams Road to the 
Saratoga Creek confluence, October 1980 by K. W. Whitman. 

The Saratoga Creek Planning Study of June 1979 addressed the flooding, erosion, 
and sedimentation problems of Saratoga Creek between Lawrence Expressway and the 
San Tomas confluence. The study recommended that the project be broken down into 
several stages for implementation due to funding limitations. These stages are as 
follows: 

Stage 1 - Construction of Saratoga Creek from Cabrillo Avenue to the San 
Tomas confluence. 

Stage 2 - Construction of San Tomas Aquino Creek from 680 feet upstream of 
the confluence to Bayshore Freeway, i.e., lower San Tomas project. 

Stage 3 - Construction of Saratoga Creek from Lawrence Expressway to 
Central Park. 

Stage 4 - The remaining portion of Saratoga Creek improvements. 

Construction of Stage 1 of the project is complete at this time. Stage 2, San 
Tomas Creek from 680 feet upstream of the confluence with Saratoga Creek to Bayshore 
Freeway was the subject of the February, 1980 Planning Study and is now under design by 
District staff. Construction is expected to begin on this project in Spring of 1981. 

Stage 3 constitutes the major portion of the Saratoga Creek project not yet 
completed. 
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Stage 4 was to be implemented as money from the North Central Zone or from 
other sources became available. No consideration was given to the upper portion of San 
Tomas Aquino Creek as no information was available at that time. 

The October 1980 Preliminary Review Report on upper San Tomas Aquino Creek 
provided a detailed definition of the flooding problems of the San Tomas Aquino Creek 
box culvert system. The recommendation was that no project be constructed to 
eliminate the flooding problem of the box culvert system due to excessively high costs 
and low benefits. 
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EXISTING FLOOD PROBLEM 


The Saratoga/San Tomas flood problems must be considered both jointly and 
individually because the flooding problem of the subject area is complicated by a region 
of common floodplain north of Homestead Road in the City of Santa Clara. 

I. Existing Total Floodplain of Saratoga and San Tomas Aquino Creeks - 

Saratoga and San Tomas Creeks are both inadequate to convey the one percent 
design flow rates. The result is an average frequency of flooding of once every 10 years 
on Saratoga Creek and once every 25 years on upper San Tomas Creek. The floodplains 
of these creeks join near Homestead Road in the City of Santa Clara to form a common 
floodplain, shown in Figure 1. 

Damages from the 100-year flood would be $42.5 million with an average annual 
damage of $760,000. The present worth of the average annual damages, plus existing 
average annual maintenance is $9.6 million, 
n. The Upper San Tomas Floodplain - 

The upper San Tomas Creek was the subject of the October 1980 Preliminary 
Review Report. Figure 2 depicts the approximate limits of the upper San Tomas 
floodplain if all improvements are made to the lower San Tomas Creek and the reach of 
Saratoga Creek from Lawrence Expressway to the confluence with San Tomas Creek. 

Damages from the 100-year flood would be $15.0 million with an average annual 
damage of $200,000. The present worth of the average annual damages is $2.4 million. 
The total area subject to flooding is 970 acres. ' 

HI. The Saratoga Creek Floodplain - 

Saratoga Creek Floodplain, from San Tomas Creek to Lawrence Expressway, was 
discussed in the Saratoga Creek Planning Study report of June 1979. The residual 
floodplain of Saratoga Creek after completion of the Lower San Tomas Project and all of 
the upper San Tomas project is shown in Figure 3. 
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Damages from the 100-year flood would be $13.2 million with an average annual 
damage of $360,000. The present worth of the annual flood insurance premiums 
($238,125/yr.), annual maintenance ($40,Q00/yr.), and residual damages ($ 108,000/yr.) at 
an 8% discount rate over a period of fifty years is $4.7 million. 
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ALTERNATIVE PLANS CONSIDERED 


Several alternatives to the upper San Tomas and Saratoga Creek flood problems 
have been evaluated. 

A description of the alternatives considered follows. 

1. No Project. 

If no projects were constructed to solve the upper San Tomas or Saratoga 
Creek flood damage potential, the conditions described in the Existing Flood 
Problem chapter would continue. This assumes no change in the existing 
conditions of the floodplain. This means no increase or decrease in the value of 
the property in the floodplain, no new developments susceptible to flood damages, 
no changes in the capacity of the channels and no changes in the hydrologic 
characteristics of the watersheds. 

If only "lower San Tomas Creek from the confluence to the Bayshore 
Freeway is constructed, the area removed from the floodplain will be that which 
is shown in Figure 1 as being eliminated. 

There would then be approximately 1,237 homes in the Saratoga Creek 
floodplain and 1,100 homes in the upper San Tomas Creek floodplain which would 
be required to purchase Federal Flood Insurance if they were sold or refinanced. 
The amount of coverage required by law is equal to the amount financed, not to 
exceed maximum of $70,000. The structures in the floodplains are subject to 
shallow sheet flooding. The insurance rates for these areas will be $.25 per $100 
of coverage for the first $35,000 ($87.50 per year) and $.30 per $100 of coverage 
for the second $35,000 ($105 per year) for a total of $192.50 per year per home. 
The total annual cost for flood insurance is $238,125 per year for the Saratoga 
floodplain and $211,750 per year for the upper San Tomas floodplain. The total 
annual cost of flood insurance premiums for both floodplains would be $449,875 
per year. The present worth of these annual insurance premiums is $2.9 million 
for the Saratoga floodplain and $2.5 million for the upper San Tomas floodplain. 
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The flood insurance rates quoted above include only coverage of the 
structure. If coverage of contents is desired, additional fees are required. 

It is important to realize that the flood insurance program only mitigates 
the financial impact of a flood disaster. The potential for flood damage remains 
unchanged. There are significant costs associated with a flood emergency which 
are not covered by the mandatory flood insurance program including costs of flood 
emergency operations; indirect damages such as business loss; damage to structure 
contents; damage to public facilities such as roads, bridges and parks; damage to 
personal valuables such as bills, records and certificates; damage to swimming 
pools, landscaping and crops. These residual damages are estimated to be about 
30% of the average annual damages or about $108,000 per year for the Saratoga 
Creek floodplain shown in Figure 3. 

2. Parallel Box Culvert on Upper San Tomas Creek. 

In the October 1980 Preliminary Review Report, one alternative which 
would solve the upper San Tomas flood problem is a parallel box culvert under San 
Tomas Expressway. 

The concept behind this project is to convey the excess flow which the 
existing box culvert cannot handle. The additional box culvert would thus 
eliminate the major spill at Williams Road and also allow local inflows to enter 
the system downstream. 

The estimated cost to construct the parallel box culvert on upper San 
Tomas Creek is $28 million. The present worth of the average annual benefits of 
the project would be about $2.4 million. The damages and project costs are 
summarized in Table 2. 

3. Concrete Channel on Saratoga Creek. 

In the June 1979 Saratoga Creek Planning Study, a concrete-lined channel 
was one of the alternatives investigated for Saratoga Creek. The estimated cost 
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in June 1979 was $4.8 million and the estimated cost, as of January 1981, is $5.2 
million. The total first cost, including $25,000 per year in annual maintenance, is 
$5.5 million. The impact of inflation upon future maintenance costs was not 
considered. 

The concrete channel project proposes a trapezoidal section with a 15-foot 
bottom width, one to one side slopes and an average depth of ten feet. 
Approximately 11,000 feet of channel would be lined from Cabrillo Avenue to just 
upstream of Pruneridge Avenue. Central Park would remain an earth channel for 
about 1,800 feet below Kiely Boulevard. A trail with access under bridges would 
provide a continuous paved pathway between Bowers Park and Maywood Park. 

A sediment basin would be located upstream of Pruneridge Avenue where 
District right of way is 140 feet. The purpose of the basin is to deposit the coarse 
bed-load materials transported by the Creek to avoid severe abrasion of the 
concrete such as has already occurred at the Pruneridge Avenue bridge and the 
trapezoidal channel between 1-280 and Stevens Creek Boulevard. 

The channel would be sufficiently narrow (35 feet top width) to allow some 
recreational and environmental mitigation in the remaining earth portion of the 
right of way. 

4. Earth and Gabion Channel on Saratoga Creek. 

The proposed project of the June 1979 Planning Study was an earth and 
gabion channel. The estimated cost was $6.0 million in 1979. Using the January 
1981 unit costs and including the present worth of annual maintenance the total 
first cost is $8.3 million. 

The project proposed in the June 1979 Planning Study has been modified to 
improve the hydraulic performance and decrease the total first cost including 
maintenance, to about $7.7 million. 
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The typical channel section is a 30-foot bottom width with one to one side slopes, 
twelve feet deep, with 18-inch mat gabions on the sides and an earth bottom. The 
depressed maintenance road in previous proposals has been eliminated. Five drop 
structures will be required to maintain the velocities within an acceptable range. 
Central Park will remain an earth channel. 

Table 1 presents a summary of the Saratoga Creek alternatives. The damages and 
project costs are summarized in Table 2. 

The only upper San Tomas project which will completely solve the flood problem 
without inducing additional problems is a parallel box culvert under San Tomas 
Expressway. The only project to solve the Saratoga Creek problems which is also 
acceptable to the community and the City of Santa Clara is the earth and gabion channel 
project. 
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TABLE 1 


SUMMARY OF THE SARATOGA CREEK ALTERNATIVES 


No. Alternative Cost 


Description 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


No Project $4,700,000 


Concrete $5,500,000 

Channel 


Earth -Gabion $7,700,000 
Channel 


Allows flooding to continue as it has 
in the past. The cost represents the 
present worth of the average annual 
flood insurance premiums plus annual 
maintenance costs and residual flood 
damages. 

A trapezoidal concrete channel will 
be constructed to carry the 100 year 
flood on Saratoga Creek. There will 
be an environmental impact. 

A combination of earth and gabion 
channels will be constructed to carry 
the 100 year flood of Saratoga 
Creek. The environmental impact 
will initially be similar to the 
concrete channel. However, the 
gabions allow for the re¬ 
establishment of riparian habitat. 
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TABLE 2 


DAMAGE AND COST SUMMARY FOR THE SARATOGA/SAN TOMAS FLOODPLAIN 


Damages_ Costs 


Creek 

1% 

Damages 

Average 

Annual 

Damages 

Present Worth 
of Average 
Annual Damages 1 

Construction 

Cost 

Annual 

Maintenance 

Cost 

Total 

Project 

Cost 2 

Upper 

San Tomas 

$15 million 

$200,000 

$2.4 million 

$28 million^ 

$2,000 

$28 million 

Saratoga 

$13.2 million 

$360,000 

$4.4 million 

$7.2 million^ 

$40,000 

$7.7 million 

Lower 

San Tomas 

$14.3 million 

$200,000 

$2.4 million 

$2.3 million^ 

$10,000 

$2.4 million 

Total 

$42.5 million 

$760,000 

$9.2 million 

$37.5 million 

$52,000 

$38.1 million 


1- Based upon an 896 discount rate over a period of 50 years. 

2. Includes the construction cost plus the present worth of annual maintenance at an 8% discount rate over a period of 50 
years. 

3. Parallel box culvert project. 

4. Earth-Gabion channel project. 

5. Includes $160,000 for construction of Saratoga Creek from San Tomas Creek to Cabillo Avenue. 
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CASH FLOW ANALYSIS 


To determine when the Saratoga Creek and/or San Tomas Creek projects might be 
constructed, different cash flow analyses were performed. An investment rate of 10% 
and an inflation rate for construction costs of 15% were used in all cases. 

The first cash flow analysis assumed that only current tax revenues were available 
and these amounts were escalated 10% per year. The results of this cash flow analysis 
show that, with only the existing revenues, neither the concrete channel project or the 
gabion channel project could even begin a significant amount of construction by 
FY 89-90. 

The second cash flow analysis assumed that the proposed AB 549 benefit 
assessment with the uniform $12 rate was implemented starting in FY 81-82 with an 
additional annual revenue of $1.01 million for the North Central Zone. This amount was 
increased annually by 10%. The additional revenues would allow the concrete channel 
project to begin construction in FY 81-82 and be completed in FY 87-88 while the earth 
and gabion channel project could begin construction in FY 81-82 and be completed in 
FY 89-90.' None of the upper San Tomas project could be started by FY 89-90 in either 
case (see Table 3). 

Without AB 549 or a similar funding source, the Saratoga Creek project has very 
little chance of even being started by 1990 while, with AB549 the entire Saratoga Creek 
project could be completed by 1990. 
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TABLE 3 

SARATOGA CREEK CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULING^ 


I. Without AB549 

1. Concrete project 

2. Gabion project 

n. With AB549 

1# Concrete project 
2, Gabion Project 


— Annual expenditures are in millions of dollars. Scheduling is based upon a 15% annual inflation rate for construction and 
a 10% annual investment rate on capital. 


1980-81 

81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 




' 



$.27 










$.27 




■ 

$.14 

$.98 

$1.64 

$1.80 

$1.97 

$2.17 

$.85 

. 



$.14 

$.98 

$1.64 

$1.79 

$1.97 

$2.17 

$2.33 

$2.60 

$2.11 
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POSITION OF THE COMMUNITY AND THE CITY 

The City of Santa Clara and the community have indicated in the letter of 
October 11, 1979 and during the November 9, 1976 Board meeting (see Appendix C) a 
desire to have a flood control project constructed. 

In the October 11, 1979 letter to the District Board of Directors, the Mayor of 
Santa Clara requested that the District investigate the feasibility of using an assessment 
district as a means to finance the needed improvements on upper San Tomas Aquino and 
Saratoga Creeks. 

There has been strong indication from the Saratoga Creek Citizens Advisory 
Committee and local citizens that the earth and gabion channel is preferred over the 
concrete channel for the Saratoga Creek Project. 

In the agenda memorandums of August 10, 1976 and November 9, 1976, reference 
was specifically made to the community's unfavorable opinion of the concrete-lined 
channel project (see Appendix C). 
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CONCLUSIONS 


There is a definite flood problem in San Tomas and Saratoga Creeks. The 
potential damage, as a result of the 100-year flood, is about $42.5 million. After 
construction of the lower San Tomas Creek project, the 100-year flood damage potential 
win be reduced to about $28 million. This still represents a significant problem. 

In the June 1979 Planning Study, a project was proposed for Saratoga Creek which 
would provide protection from the 100-year flood. The project consisted of an earth and 
gabion channel which would prevent flooding, control erosion, and minimize the 
environmental impact of a flood control project. In January 1981 the gabion project was 
modified by applying certain cost saving revisions and simplifications. The estimated 
cost of the modified gabion project is $7.7 million including maintenance. 

The City of Santa Clara and the Saratoga Creek Citizens Advisory Committee 
have expressed the desire for flood protection. They have indicated that a concrete- 
lined channel would be unacceptable. 

Due to the reduction in revenues as a result of the passage of Proposition 13, no 
significant amount of the project could be constructed on Saratoga Creek and none of 
upper San Tomas project could be constructed within the next ten years. If AB 549 (flood 
control benefit assessment) is implemented in FY 81-82, construction of the earth-gabion 
project on Saratoga Creek could begin in FY 81-82 and end in FY 89-90. None of the 
upper San Tomas project could be started by FY 89-90. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. That no project be constructed to eliminate flooding due to upper San 

Tomas Creek until all other problems are solved in the North Central Flood Control 
Zone. 

2. That pending passage of AB 549 or a similar source of funding, the modified 
earth-gabion channel project proposed for Saratoga Creek be designed and constructed. 
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APPENDIX A 


COST AND DAMAGE BREAKDOWN 
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1 . 


EXISTING TOTAL FLOODPLAIN OF SARATOGA AND SAN TOMAS AQUINO 


CHEEKS. 100-YEAR FLOOD DAMAGES: $42.5 MILLION 
source as quoted below: 

A. Upper San Tomas Aquino Creek: $15.0 million, 
source - July 1980 Preliminary Review Report 

B. Lower San Tomas Aquino Creek: $14.3 million 

source - November 1978 Planning Study quoted $12 million. This amount was 
updated using a real estate inflation rate of 20%. 

C. Saratoga Creek: $13.2 million 

source - November 1978 Planning Study quoted $11 million. This amount was 
updated using a real estate inflation rate of 20%. 

Average annual damages: $760,000 per year 
source as quoted below: 

A. Upper San Tomas Aquino Creek: $200,000 per year 

B. Lower San Tomas Aquino Creek: $200,000 per year 

C. Saratoga Creek: $360,000 per year 
Total area subject to flooding: 2,430 acres 
source as quoted below: 

A. Upper San Tomas Aquino Creek: 970 acres 

B. Lower San Tomas Aquino Creek: 775 acres 

C. Saratoga Creek: 685 acres 

(These figures are derived from the FIA 1% flooding maps.) 

Costs of Entire Projects 

A. Trapezoidal concrete channel project on Saratoga Creek, parallel box culvert 
on upper San Tomas Aquino Creek, and Lower San Tomas Project as proposed 
in the February 1980 Engineer’s Report. 
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Total first cost of projects: $35,9 million 


1. Upper San Tomas Aquino Creek: $28.0 million 

2. Lower San Tomas Aquino Creek: $2.4 million!/ 

3. Saratoga Creek: $5.5 million 

B. Earth and gabion channel project on Saratoga Creek, parallel box culvert on 
upper San Tomas Aquino Creek, and Lower San Tomas Project as proposed in 
the February 1980 Engineer’s Report. 

Total first cost of projects: $38.1 million 

1. Upper San Tomas Aquino Creek: $28 million 

2. Lower San Tomas Aquino Creek: $2.4 million!/ 

3. Saratoga Creek: $7.7 million 


1 / 

- Includes $160,000 for construction of Stage 1, Saratoga Creek from San Tomas Creek 
to Cabrillo Avenue. 


A “3 
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2. UPPER SAN TOMAS FLOODPLAIN WILLIAMS ROAD TO CONFLUENCE. 
100-YEAR FLOOD DAMAGES: $15 MILLION 

source - July 1980 Preliminary Review Report. Includes the floodplain shown in 
Figure 2. Refer to report for itemized damage breakdown. 

Average annual damages: $200,000 per year. 

source - July 1980 Preliminary Review Report. Estimated by using 1% damage of 
$15 million and channel capacity of 4% flood in conjunction with the classical flood 
damage curve analysis. 

Total area subject to flooding; 970 acres. 

source - July 1980 Preliminary Review Report. 

Total first cost of parallel box culvert: $28 million 

source - July 1980 Preliminary Review Report. 
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3. 


SARATOGA CREEK FLOODPLAIN. 100 YEAR FLOOD DAMAGES: $13.2 


MILLION 

source - June 1979 Planning Study indicated $11 million damages. This value was 
escalated 20% to account for the increase in property values. 

Average annual damages; $360,000 per year 

source - Estimated by using 1% damage of $13.2 million and channel capacity of 
10% flood in conjunction with the classical flood damage curve analysis. Capacity of 
10% flood quoted from June 1979 Planning Study. 

Total area subject to flooding: 685 acres 
source - June 1979 Planning Study 

Total first cost of trapezoidal concrete channel project: $5.5 million 
source - January 1981 cost estimate including maintenance. 

Total first cost of earth and gabion channel project: $7.7 million 

source - January 1981 cost estimate for modified gabion project proposed in the 
June 1979 Planning Study. 
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APENDIX B-l 


CONCRETE CHANNEL PROJECT ON SARATOGA CREEK 
WITH CURRENT REVENUE SOURCES 

CASH FLOW ANALYSIS 
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TEN YEAR PLANNING SCHEDULE 

NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (CURRENT REVENUES CNLY > 


PLANNING - to PROJECTS/Yfc AR 

DESIGN - 10 

projects/year 


INFLATION RATE 

s ,1500 /YEAR 

INVESTMENT RATE 

S ,1000/YEAK 

CrSI FUNCTION PRIORITY 

(PROJECT-REACH) NijMiifc'R 

PROJECT 
COST IN 
80-81 ' 

AO-81 

et -82 

SCHEDULE YEAR 
(ALL COSTS ARE IN 1QO0S OF 
83-63 83-80 84*85 85-86 

DOLLARS) 

86-87 

07-80 

00*69 

09*90 

TOTAL 

PROJECT 

COST 

INCOME INCOME INCOME 














Misc REVENUES - FEhS,AR5«9 ET 



0. 

0. 

o. 

t 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o. 


LOCAL TAX REVENUES 



noH, 

1270, 

1 397, 

1S37, 

1690, 

1859, 

204(5, 

3250, 

3475, 

2/22, 


OTHER MISC REVENUES- 



0, 

0. 

0. 


0. 

6, 

o* 

0, 

0. 

o. 


V. 

Total anmjal wfvemifs 



1 t 08, 

12 7 0, 

1 T97, 

1S37, 

1690. 

, 1859, 

2045, 

2250, 

2475. 

2722, 


PRIOR RESERVE$ PLUS INTEREST 



349, 

576, 

609, 

669, 

736. 

806, 

80S, 

971 , 

1 0 65, 

1160. 


SOME FUNDS CftWRlEU OVER 

FROM PRTl'R YEARS 


V' 

? 8 3 8 , 

o. 

to. 

-0, 

144, 

P6 a. 

-0, 

-0, 

-n. 

-0, 


EXPENSES»fc XPE.nSE S-f*RFN8FS 

4 













ADMINISTRATION COSTS 

0 


189, 

POO. 

220 , 

P42, 

266. 

29?, 

323, 

354, 

309, 

4 29, 

1 

2903, 

N0PMA1 MAINTENANCE 

0 


459 , 

550. 

60S, 

665 , 

732, 

005, 

886. 

974, 

1071, 

1179, 

7926 , 

major rA (. 11 ITY appropriation 

0 


475, 

499, 

Stt8, 

60U, 

663, 

730, 

003, 

883, 

972, 

nift. 

7294, 

CONTINGENCY APPROPRIATION 

0 


SO. 

ss. 

60, 

6 S, 

70, 

75. 

80. 

85, 

90. 

95, 

725. 

ORDINANCE const «urT ion 

n 


27. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

27, 

CALARAZAS cw R/w ACQUITN 

RAINRDR CR TOWNHOMES 

n 


23, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o, 

0. 

o. 

0. 

0, 

o, 

23, 

SAN TOMAS EROSION REPAIR 
bAYSHORE * AGNEW 

0 


294, 

0. 

o, 

0, 

0, 

o. 

0, 

o, 

. 0. 

o, 

294, 



COST IN 
80-81 


AO-81 81-62 



SCHEDULE YEAR 

82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 

0, 0, 0, 0, 0. 

0, 0. O f 0. 0, 

o, 0, 0, 0, 0, 

0, ’ 0. 0, 0, o, 

33. 36, 40. 44, «tt, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 0 . 0 , 

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 

0. 0 , 0 , o , 0, 

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 0 , 0 , 

o, o, ft, », o. 

ft. 0, 0, ft, 0, 

1/3, 19ft, 209, 229, 252, 

99, 0, 0, 0, 0, 


«7-pe 88-89 69-90 TOTAL 

0, 0. 0, 3000, 

0, 0. 0. ,30. 

0, 0, 0, 6, 

ft. 0, ft* 71, 

S3, 58, 64, 406, 

0, 0, ft» 1* 

0. o, ft, 14, 

ft, 0, 0, 40, 

ft, 0, 0, 27, 

0, ft. ft. 49, 

0, 0. 0. 9, 

0, 0. ft, 7, 

27/, 306, 336, 19/1, 

\ i 

\ / 

0, 0, 0, 99, 




NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (CURRENT REVENUES ONLY) 

4 

CASH FLO* SUMMARY 

SCHEDULE YEAR 



80-61 

61-92 

62-93 

83-04 

84-85 

05-86 

86-67 

87-08 

88-69 

09-90 

BfcGINMMJ CASH 8A( AKCF 

28 38, 

828, 

561 , 

628, 

H37, 

1014, 

650, 

1197, 

1908, 

2750, 

Ml SC REVENUES - FEES* A 6 5 4 9 FT 

0, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

o, 

o. 

0. 

0. 

LOCAL TAX RfeVtM'ES 

HOP, 

1 2 7 0, 

1 397, 

1537, 

1690, 

1059, 

2045, 

2250, 

2475, 

2722, 

INTFRE ST INCOME 

3<i9, 

83, 

50, 

63, 

84, 

101,- 

«5, 

120. 

191 . 

275, 

OTHER m I SC REVENUES- mJNCR 

0, 

a. 

o. 

0. 

o. 


0. 

o. 

o. 

0, 

T0T A1 REVFMpS 

42<>4 , 

1 04h, 

?03b. 

2228, 

2bU. 

2974, 

2900, 

3566, 

457 4, 

5 7 4 7 , 

AOMTNI STRATTON COSTS 

1«9, 

200, 

220, 

242 , 

266, 

292, 

322, 

354 , 

389, 

429 , 

PL ANN InN 

t 48, 

0, 

173, 

190, 

209, 

229, 

252, 

2/7. 

3 00, 

3 36. 

construction 

2973, 

SI', 

410, 

295, 

390, 

798, 

323, 

53. 

50. 

64 , 

NOR MA|, MAINTENANCE 

459, 

sso, 

605 , 

665, 

7 32, 

805, 

80b , 

9 7 4 , 

1071 , 

1 1 79, 

MAJOR EACH ITT APPROPRIATION 

478. 

u 99, 

540 , 

604, 

663, 

730 , 

6 0 5 , 

80 3, 

972, 

1118, 

CONTINGENCY APPROPRIATION 

80, 

80. 

bO , 

65 , 

70, 

15, 

80, 

05. 

90, 

95, 

SUP T 0 T a i 

4294 , 

1621 . 

20 16, 

2060, 

2 330, 

2929, 

2600 , 

2b26, 

2800 , 

3220 , 

CONSTRUCTI ON ONENf’UMHfRE P 

0 . 

27. 

20, 

168, 

281 , 

«5, 

314, 

9 9 0, 

1008, 

2527, 

TOTAL 

«?94 , 

1846, 

2036, 

2220, 

2611 , 

2974, 

2900 , 

3566 , 

45 74 , 

5747, 


1 / 14/81 




PROJECTS WHICH REMAIN TO BE CONSTRUCTED AFTER 1909*90 


CREE K 


PfcACH/STAGfe’ 


COST(10004) 




1 



eo*e i 

9 0*91 

SARATOGA CREEK 


$N TOHS CH*ST,CRK BUV 

STAGE 

e 

790, 

2999 

Saratoga c b f e k 


$N TOMS CR-ST.CRK 9LV 

stage 

c 

1075, 

9 399 

sap AT CG*. t>EE* 


SN TOMS CR-ST.CR* BLV 

STAGE 

c 

1025. 

M 0 7 

SARATOGA C « E E « 


SN TOMS CR*ST,C»K SUV 

stage 

E 

9P0, 

5965 

SARATOGA CHEEK 


S n TOMS CR*$T,CPK 9LV 

stage 

F 

9 a o, 

3803 

SAP A TOG A C«EEK 


SN toms cr*st,c«k slv 

stage 

G 

321, 

1299 

SAN T C M A S C«€fcK 


DISTRICT SHARE HwY 237 



770, 

3115 

CAL A S A 2 A $ C9EE* 


DISTRICT Sh'aRE HwY 237 



770, 

3115 

c a i a«a;as cpefk 


UAwRENCE EXPWY-MJLLER 

A VE 


600, 

2569 

C Al A P A 2 A S C»EE* 


SCANTY- KARDFUl 

STAGE 

1 

929, 

3 7 39 

CaL AHA 7 A s ChEFk 


et anf v- raroell 

STAGE 

2 

1*65, 

6 7 37 

Saratoga cheek 


prospect A VE * FOURTH ST 


136. 

560 

SAN T 0 M A S AQUINO 

C PEE K 

POULARD RD» CANON DR, 



254, 

1 0?6 

PHOSPFCT C«EFK 


CAUASAZAS C WK • END 



37, 

1 9 0 

*n ocat creek 


FRUITVAIF *$ARA*LOS gat ho 


173, 

7 00 

SAN TOMAS AQUINO 

CHEEK 

CA8RIU,n»wIUUAMS 

stage 

1 

3726, 

15075 

SAN T p n A S A (} 11T N 0 

C REE K 

r A8«ILL0»WILH AMS 

stage 

1 

3726. 

150 75 

SAN T C w A S AQU ] N<1 

0 HE E k 

C: AtiP I l.LO-w IUU I A M S 

STAGE 

2 

3726, 

1 50 75 

SAK T0*AS AQUINO 

CREEK 

CAHRlLLO-wIUUAMS 

STAGE 

2 

3726, 

1 5075 

SAN TOMAS AQUINO 

CHEEK 

C AHRULO-wTUUl AMS 

STAGE 

3 

3726, 

1 5075 

S A * T 0 *•< A S A J'l I NO 

CREEK 

cahriuo^williams 

stage 

3 

3726. 

15075 

s A A> Tr«AS AlJUJNO 

CHFP K 

CASH!LUO*WILLIAMS 

stage 

At 

3726. 

1 50 75 

?AN TOMAS AQUINO 

CREEK 

• cabrillo-rilliams 

stage 

0 

3726, 

1 5075 

GUAM ALU Pf St.Ul.GH 


Say- CALABA/AS BASIN 



20520. 

R 3 0 1 5 

HAYFPONT l e V F p s 


LEvEf C 



12226, 

9 99fol 

nayfpom lEvPES 


LEVEES D8F 



10700, 

U320 1 

HAYEPCNT 1, E Y F F S 


LFVFES F*G 



760, 

3075 



TOTAL COST OF ALL PROJECTS 

It* l C N t 

6<i«70, 

30)727 



) 


) 


i 


\ 

\ 


) 






COST IN 
f? 0-8 1 

9 0 - 9 1 

01-92 

*2-93 

SCHEDULE 
03-94 90-95 

YEAR 
' 05-06 

96-97 

07-99 

00-89 

99-90 

TUI AL 

SARATOGA CR EROSION 

CENTRAL PARK 

0 

6. 

o. 

9. 

0, 

0. 

o. 

0. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

9 

POMEROY BRIDGE 

0 

210, 

o. 

o. 

279, 

o. 

o. 

c. 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

278 

BENTON HRJPGf 

0 

170, 

0, 

o. 

0. 

259. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

259 

LAURENCE CULvEETREROSTON 

0 

S7S, 


o. 


0, 

0, 

754, 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o» 

75a 

miller ave culvert 

0 

200, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

0, 

350, 

o. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

350 

SARATOGA CRLEk r S<;n *f ONS T 

SAN TOMAS-t AlfcRE Nf'T STAGE A 

2 

HR. 

0, 

0 . 

0. 

0. 

0. 

o. 

2 75, 

0 . 

o. 

o. 

275 

FUNDS V-M1CH AR> SET ASTrE 

E OR SPECIFIC FtTUPf PROJECTS 



o , 

9. 

-0. 

131 . 

240 , 

-0 , 

— 0 , 

-0, 

-0, 

-0, 


w At ANpF 



0, 

lrt. 

0, 

15. 

o. 

0. 

265, 

595, 

6 54 , 

6 7 0 , 





APPENDIX B-2 

EARTH AND GABION CHANNEL PROJECT ON SARATOGA CREEK 
WITH CURRENT REVENUE SOURCES 

CASH FLOW ANALYSIS 


19R585 


B-2-1 




t / ja/»i 


TEN YEAR PLANNING SCHEDULE 

NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (CURRENT REVENUES ONLY) 


PLANNING - TO PROJECTS/YEAR 

design * 10 

PROJECTS/YEAR 


INFLATION rate 

s ,t500 /year 

INVESTMENT HATE 

s ,1000/YEAH 

COST Function PRIORITY 

(PRO.)fCT-RFACH) NljMPf R 

PROJECT 
COST IN 
00-0 I 

60-8 1 

0) -8? 

SCHEDULE year 
(all COSTS ARE in 1000S OF 
02-63 83-00 00-65 65-06 

OOLl.*RS ) 
6fe-8 7 

07-08 

00-09 

09-90 

total 

PROvIECT 

COST 

INCOME INCOME INTONE 














RISC REVENUES - FEE S, A9609 FT 



o. 

0. 

0, 

/ 

0, 

0, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

0, 


LOCAL T A > REVENUES 



1108, 

12/0, 

1397, 

16 3 7, 

1690 , 

1 859, 

2005, 

2260. 

2075, 

2722, 


OTHER MfSC REVENUES- N T NO R 



0. 

0. 

o. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

o. 

0, 


TOTAL A NNU Al RE VE NIIF S 



. 1100. 

1270, 

1397, 

1637, 

1 690 , 

1059, 

2006, 

2250, 

2075, 

2722, 


PRIOR RESEBVfS PI .JS INTEREST 



3«9 , 

S 70, ' 

609, 

B 6 9» 

7 3to, 

006, 

066 , 

971 , 

1065, 

1166, 


SOME FUNDS CARE IE 0 OvE’R 

FROM PR I 0E YEAkS 


V* 

0050, 

0, 

10, 

- o, 

1 a a. 

269 , 

- 0 , 

-o, 

-0, 

* o, 


f XPRNSF S-E YPFf.Sf S-E YPFNSfS 














ADMINISTRATION COST s 

n 


109. 

2 0 0 . 

220, 

292, 

266 , 

292 p 

322. 

350 , 

389, 

029, 

290 3, 

NORMAL MAINTENANCE 

0 


«59, 

SSO. 

BOS, 

665, 

752. 

605, 

006 , 

9 70, 

1071 , 

117 9, 

7926 , 

MAJOR FACILITY appropriation 

0 


a/S, 

0 99, 

5«6, 

60a, 

66 3, 

730 , 

003, 

003, 

9 72, 

1 110, 

729u, 

CONTINGENCY APPROPRIATION 

0 


SO, 

55, 

60. 

65. 

70, 

76. 

0 0 , 

06. 

90, 

95, 

7 25, 

ORDINANCE CONSTRUCTION 

o 


27. 

o. 

o. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o, 

o, 

o, 

27, 

CALABAZAS cm P/n ACOOITN 

KAjNfUlw CM TOR N Htj NFS 

o 


?3 , 

o. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

0. 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o, 

\ 

23 . 

SAN TOMAS FROSION REPAIR - 
bAYSHOME-AGNEW 

0 


29a, 

0, 

0. 

0, 

0. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

299, 



COST IN 
*<WM 


Rfl-M B\*62 



) 


$AN TOMAS CR const 



SARATOGA CR-BAY5H0RE 

0 


2522, 

678, 


SARATOGA CR CONST 

CARR Tll.0-SAN TOMAS 

o 


30, 

o. 

1 

*1LPCAT C B H/W AC9HTTN 

WILDCAT CR*POUGLAS 

0 


6, 

0. 


FNGRG SERVICES CONST 

0 


M. 

0, 

i 

M 1 SC PMTIJRf rONST 

0 


o. 

30, 

J 

PROJECTS 1 A' planning 






SE HAY STlJf'Y 

ft 

1, 

1, 

o. 


waterways plan sTt.nv 

0 

.* la# 

19, 

o. 

i 

i * 

C A( A R A ? A S CR 

CITY OP SARAH (,A 

i 

0 

«o. 

'4ft, 

o. 

i 

OAi.AHA?AS cm 

InT FR I M/RfNf 0 1 At, lOlHK 

0 

?7, 

27, 

0, 

i 

SAN TOMAS CM 
MLIJAKS-SAPATOGA 

0 

99, 

J9, 

0, 

j ' 

SARATOGA CR 

LAwREnCE-CApRII LC 

0 

9. 

9. 

o , 

i 

ENGRG SERVICES PLANNING 

ft 

7. 

7. 

<1 * 

; 

FOTUPF PL AMNTNG 

ft 

897, 

o. 

o. 

) 

NEW PROJFCTS--DK.C 





) 

Ht EOEN EROSION 

0 

75, 

0, 

0. 


> 


SCHEDULE YFiP 

62*83 83*6<i 64-85 B5»6b 8b*B7 

0. 0 , 0, 0 , 0, 

o, o, o , o, o * 

o, o * o, o , o , 

0 , 1 0 , 0. o, (T. 

33, ib, ao. fl«, afl. 

0, 0 , 0, o . 0, 

ft, 0 , 0 , o, <t , 

0. 0 , 0 , 0, o , 

o, n. n, h , o , 

0, 0. 0, ft, o, 

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 

0 , 0, ft , o, 0, 

i n t 190 , 2 or, ? 2 ( >. 252, 

99, 0. 0, 0, 0, 


87-88 88-69 69-90 TOTH 

ft, 0, 0, 3000, 

0, 0, 0, 30, 

0, o, 0, t>, 

0, 0, 0, 71, 

63, 68, 64, 906, 

Cl, 0, 0, 1 , 

0 , 0 , 0 , 1« , 

0, 0, 0, JO, 

0, 0, 0, 2/, 

0, 0 „ 0 , 99 , 

ft , 0,' 0, 9, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 7 , 

2 77 , 30 b, *56, 1971, 

r 

\ ! 

0, 0, ' 0, 99, 








COST IN 
00*61 

80-M 

81*82 

82-63 

SCHEDULE 
63*64 84*05 

YEAR 

85*66 

ftfc«8 7 

07-86 

80*09 

0 9*90 

total 

SARATOGA C« FROST 0 N 

CENTRAL PARK 

0 

a. 

0, 

R. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

0, 

o, 

o, 

o. 

o, 


POMEROY MPIDGt 

0 

210 , 

o. 

o. 

278 , 

0, 

0. 

0, 


0, 

o. 

o. 

2 70, 

i 

BENTON RBJDGF 

0 

■ 170, 

0, 

0. 

o. 

259, 

0, 

0. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

259, 

\ A WRf NCfi COl vf.RT NtROS T OM 

(1 

375, 

0, 

o. 

0. 

i n, 

o. 

7 54, 

0, 

0. 

o. 

0 , 

75«, 

miller ave culvert 

0 

200, 

0. 

o. 

0. 

o, 

350, 

0, 

0. 

0. 

o. 

0. 

3bU. 

Saratoga crefh dsgn-chnst 

SAW TOKAS-L A*.Rf_M‘F STAGE a 

? 

no. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

0, 

0 . 

0. 

275, 

0. 

o. 

0. 

27b, 

FUNDS *MlO A N F SF T ASIDE 

FOR SPECIFIC FUTURE PROJECTS 



0. 

R. 

-0, 

131, 

2«0 , 

*0, 

-0, 

-o. 

*0, 

-0, 


HA l. A N r F 



o . 

1*. 

o. 

IS. 

0, 

0, 

26b, 

bRS, 

6b«, 

670 , 







PROJECTS 

WHICH REMAIN TO 8F CONSTRUCTED 

AFTER 

1989*00 




CREEK 

RF ACH/ST AGE 




COST(10005) 








feO«8 1 

90-91 

SARATOGA 

f REE K 


SN TOMS CR»ST t CRK 

BLV 

STAGfc 

e 

790, 

2994 

SARATOGA 

C « F E K 


S U TOMS CR-ST.CRK 

BLV 

STAGE 

c 

107b, 

4349 

SARATOGA 

C R F F K 


Sn TOMS CR-ST f CRK 

BLV 

STAGE 

0 

102b. 

4 14 7 

SARATOGA 

CWF E.X 


$n TOMS CH-ST ,C«K 

BLV 

STAGE 

E 

980 , 

3965 

SARA TOGA 

CREEK 


SN toms cr-st,cwk 

BIV 

stage 

F 

990 , 

3803 

SARATOGA 

CREEK 


Sn TOMS CR"*ST,C«K 

BLV 

STAGE 

G 

875, 

3540 

SARATOGA 

C«E'EK 


SN TOMS C«*$T,CR* 

euv 

STAGfc 

H 

•850, 

3439 

SARATOGA 

C h £ fc K 


SN TOMS CR-STiCPK 

BLV 

STAGE 

I 

600 , 

2427 

SAN T(i«iS 

GREEK 


DISTRICT SHARE HWV 

237 


7 70 , 

3115 

f. A | amzas 

C k e F K 


DISTRICT SHARE m*Y 

2 37 


7 70 , 

3115 

C a l ara?AS 

CftfcE* 


LAwRFNCF EXPWY-MRLFR 

AVfc 


890 , 

2589 

c al aha/as 

CREEK 


HLANfcY- WAWOELL 


STAGE 

1 

989, 

3 7 39 

CALAHAZAS 

CREEK 


Bt.ANfcY- wAROFLl. 


STAGE 

2 

1 865, 

6 7 3 7 

SARATOGA 

CHfct'K 


PROSPECT avf- fourth SI 


1 JR. 

560 

s A N To «I A s 

AQUINO 

C « F R * 

PULL ARO RD- CANON 

DR, 



85 9, 

1028 

M R 0 S P F C T 

CPFFw 


CAl.ARAZAS CRK* END 



-W, 

148 

<* Tl DC AT 

C P F E K 


FRUITVALF. .SARA-LOS GAT RO 


173, 

70 0 

SAN TOMAS 

AQUINO 

r R fc F * 

CABRILLO-WILLIAMS 


stage 

i 

3786, 

15075 

S A f TfMA«! 

A.jUT NO 

CREEK 

C AHRIl.LO*wILU AMS 


stage 

1 

3786, 

15075 

S A K TOMAS 

AQU I NO 

C R F F K 

C ARRIL LO-wILLT AMS 


STAGE 

2 

3 726 , 

1 60 75 

SA K TOMAS 

A Qij I NO 

ORFF^ 

C A H A I L l 0 - w T Lt. I A M S 


STAGE 

z 

3 7 2b, 

1 5 U 7 5 

SAN TflMAS 

aqutnd 

r, R t £ k 

CAMR ILLOtWlLLIAHS 


stage 

i 

3726, 

15075 

5 A i\i TOMAS 

AQUINO 

C’R fc F K 

C ABRlLLO-WlLl. T AMS 


STAGE 

3 

3726, 

15075 

S A N T 0 m a S 

A<)uT no 

C R F f K 

CARRHLO-wIU TAMS 


stage 

4 

3726, 

150 75 

SAN T 0 M A S 

AQUINO 

r, W E f r. 

CAPRII.LO-HJLUAMS 


STAGfc 

u 

3 726 , 

15075 

l»v ATM m’F 

Sirius 


HAY- CALAPAZAS HASIN 



20520, 

F 3ft 16 

KAYFRONT 

If VFES 


LEVEE C 




12226, 

994 6 1 

P A Y F R 0 m T 

L F V F F S 


LfcvfcFS 0*F 




50700, 

4 3887 

HAYFRCNT 

1.1Vf rs 


levees f*g 




760, 

30 75 




TOTAL TOST of ALL PROJECTS 

IN 7CNfc 

66979, 

349635 



NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (CURRENT REVENUES ONLY) 


iyl4/8i 


CASH FLOW SUMMARY 

. SCHEDULE YEAR 



60-61 

61-6? 

82-83 

63-8« 

84-05 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

06-89 

89-90 

BEGINNING CASH mi ancf 

2038, 

525. 

581, 

628, 

837, 

10141, 

850, 

1197, 

1906, 

2750, 

M5C REVENUES - PFE8,ar5<j 9 tT 

0, 

0. 

0, 

o. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o, 

1 OCAL T AX RE VF vuf'S 

1106, 

1270, 

1 397, i 

1 S 3 7 , 

1690, 

1859, 

2045, 

2250. 

2475, 

2722, 

interest INCOME 

34 9, 

53. 

SB, 

63. 

8«* 

101 , 

85. 

1 20, 

191. 

275, 

OTHER "ISC WEVfNt'FS- 'MNCR 

0. 

0. 

o, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

0. 

0. 

o. 

TOTAL Rl Vf MiPS 

4?9a , 

1040 , 

?M6. 

2226, 

2611. 

2974, 

2960, 

3566, 

457a, 

57a7, 


ADMTMSTRATTO* COSTS 

109 . 

200, 

220 , 

2«2, 

266, 

292, 

322 , 

.35 4 , 

3 0 9, 

429, 

PLANNING 

1 UR, 

0. 

1 73, 

190 , 

209, 

229 . 

252 , 

2 77 . 

30b. 

336 , 

C U N S T R l' C T t i) u 

29 7 4, 

51 7. 

«1 0, s 

295, 

390 , 

796, 

323, 

53, 

58, 

64. 

MnR"AI u A I NTF f. A 5C F 

a 5 9 , 

56 0, 

60S, 

665 , 

732. 

6 05, 

0K6, 

9/4, 

5 0 7 1 . 

1179, 

HAJHR F AC 11 I I Y A PPRI'PR T A T U»\ 

4 75 , 

4 99 , 

5as, 

60 4, 

66 4, 

730 , 

f-03. 

00 3, 

9 72 . 

l 118, 

CONTINGENCY AFPROPRTATTf \ 

50, 

55. 

60, 

65, 

70, 

75, 

80 , 

85, 

90, 

95, 

SHI. T O r A i 

429a, 

1821 , 

2016, 

2060 , 

2330, 

2929, 

2666, 

2626, 

2886 , 

3220, 

GUNS TRUf T I DN UNENCUMBERED 

0, 

27, 

20, 

168, 

281 , 

45, 

314, 

940 , 

16 08, 

2527, 

total 

4294, 

1 «48, 

20 36, 

2228, 

2611, 

2974, 

29 80, 

3566, 

4574 , 

5 747, 


i 


l 

I 




APPENDIX B-3 

CONCRETE CHANNEL PROJECT ON SARATOGA CREEK 
WITH AB 549 IMPLEMENTED 

CASH FLOW ANALYSIS 


19R585 


B-3-2 




i/14/ai 


) 

TEN YEAR PLANNING SCHEDULE 

• NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (A0549 $12 UNIFORM KATfc) 


PLANNING • to PROJfr CTS/YF AP DESIGN * 10 PRC Jt CTS/YEAR INFLATION RATg s ,1500 /YEAR INVESTMENT RATE a ,1000/YE 

PROJECT SCHEDULE YEAR TOTAL 

COST FUNCTION PRIORITY COST lN (ALL COSTS ARE IN 1 000S Of DOLLARS) PROJECT 


> 

{PROJECT-REACH) NU M RER 

80-8 1 

8o-e i 

81-82 

82-03 

83-84 

84-85 

05-06 

86-07 

P7-88 

00-09 

09-90 

COST 

) 

INCONF INCOME INCOME 





f 









1 

wise revenues * eefs,aws<jr FT 



0. 

1010, 

mi. 

1 222, 

1349, 

1979, 

1 62 7 , 

1789, 

I960, 

2165, 


1 

LOCAI TAX' MfVfMJFS 



110 8, 

1 270 , 

1397, 

1537, 

1690, 

1059, 

2 0 45, 

2250, 

2475, 

2722, 



OTHER HI SC RFVtNllFS- 



0 . 

0 , 

0, 

0. 

0. 

0 . 

n . 

o» 

0. 



1 

TOTAL ANNUAL RFVFNtIFS 



HO*. 

2280. 

2508, 

2759, 

3034, 

3336, 

3672, 

40 39, 

4443, 

4087 , 


1 

PRIOR RESERVES PLUS INTEREST 



*ua , 

57H, 

605 , 

665, 

730 , 

801 , 

0 79, 

965, 

1 057 , 

1161, 



some funds carried over 

FROM Ptt IO« YEARS 



2*3*. 

0 , 


o. 

o. 

0. 


o. 

1 6 70 . 

-Of 



fcXPFNSFS-FYPFNSE S-F )PE NSF’S 















administration costs 

0 


1 80, 

200, 

220 , 

242, 

266 , 

?9?, 

322, 

354. 

309, 

429, 

29 0 3, 

1 

normal haINTFNANC f 

0 


489, 

sso, 

6 0S, 

665, 

732, 

8 0 5, 

086, 

974, 

1071 , 

1 1’79, 

7926, 

1 

MAJOR FACILITY APPROPRIATION 

<1 


475, 

49b, 

545, 

599 , 

658, 

725 , 

797 , 

876, 

965, 

1110, 

7243, 

) 

CONTINGENCY A PPPOPP T A TI ON 

0 


SO, 

55. 

60 , 

65, 

70. 

75, 

HO, 

85, 

90, 

95, 

725, 

) 

ORDINANCE construction 

0 


27, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

£7, 

) 

CALAHA2AS LP R/w ACOU1TN 

ratnrow cr tornhomfs 

0 


23. 

0. 

o. 

9, 

0, 

o. 

o. 

0. 

, °« 

0, 

23, 

) 

SAN TOMAS EROSION REPAIR 
b AYSHORf"AGUE h 

0 


294, 

0. 

o, 

0, 

0. 

o. 


o. 

0. 

0. 

294, 


> 



COST Ik 




80-fit 

fin-fil 

81*82 

SAN f ON A$ C» CONST 

SARATOGA CR-BAYSMORE 

0 


2522, 

478, 

SARATOGA CR CONST 

CAHRILLO-SAn TOmas 

0 


30, 

0. 

WlLOCAT CR R / w A r G111T N 

MLOCAT CR*DOUGLAS 

0 


6, 

o. 

engrg services CONST 

r> 


71, 

0. 

nisr future rn n s t 

0 


<>. 

30. 

PROJECTS PLANNING 





SE hay study 

0 

1 . 

1. 

0 . 

waterways pi an study 

(i 

19, 

lU, 

0. 

rAl.4HA/ A S f R 

CITY D E Sa»aTiU-A 

n 

9 0 , 

yn. 

t> 

CAtARA/AS C W 

INTERTH/RF^FDJAI w 0 M¥ 

0 

?7, 

^ 7 , 

0 . 

SAN IOHAS CR 
w 11 l. JAKS - SARATOGA 

0 

uq. 

«9, 

0. 

SARATOGA CP 

L AwRFKfc-C APRJLM’ 

(1 

R. 

*»• 

0 , 

ENGRG SERVICES P( AnMMJ 

0 

7. 

7, 

o. 

FUTURE PLANNING 

1) 

9«9. 

o. 

150, 


) NfcW PROJECTS—(UC 

) MT EOFN EROSION 

0 75, 0, fife. 


) 


SCHEDULE YEAR 

82-P3 83*84 84-8S 85*86 88*87 87-88 88*89 89-90 TOTAL 

0. 0* 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 3000, 

0, 0, o, f), 0, 0, 0, 0, 30, 

0 , 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, fe, 

! 0 , o, o, 0 , o, n, 0 , o, 71, 

53, 3b, 90, 09, 98, 53, 58, 04, 406, 


0, 0, 0, 

o. o, n, 

n, o. o, 

0 , o , o, 

0 . 0 , 0 , 

A, o, 0. 

0 , 0 , o , 

1*5, 182, 199, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 


0 , 0 , 0 , 

-0 , 0 , 0 , 

0 , 0 , 0 , 

0 . 0 , 0 , 

0 , 0 , 0 , 

0 , 0 , 0 , 

0 , 0 , 0 , 

<219, 24 1 * 26b, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 


Q . 0 » T , 

o. 0, 19. 

u, 0 , av>, 

0. 0 , 2 7, 

o, 0, 99, 

o. o, 9, 

0, 0, 7, 

292, 322, 20 3b, 


\ 

\ 

0 , 0 , 86 , 


l 

i 








cost IN 





80-61 

80-81 

81-82 

SARATOGA CR EROSION 

central park 


0 

A. 

o. 

9. 

POHFPOY BRIDGE 


0 

31ft, 

0, 

2«2, 

BENTON BRIDGE 


0 

17ft, 

0 , 

196. 

LAWRENCE CtlLvFRTHfR05I0N 


0 

375. 

0. 

0. 

hillfk AvE Culvert 


ft 

300, 

0 , 

330, 

Saratoga creek dsgn-const 

San t n mas<*lawRFnce stage a 


3 

H9. 

0 , 

137, 

SARATOGA CRFtK 

SN TOMS CR-ST,(RK R| V STAGE 

M 

3 

7 '4 ft , 

ft , 

0, 

Saratoga crefx 

$N TOMS C9-ST.CR* f'l V STAGE 

C 

, 3 

10 7 5, 

ft , 

ft. 

SARATOGA CREtv 

S N TOMS f R - S T , r R K E'l V T A G E. 

0 

3 

1035, 

ft« 

ft. 

Saratoga creek 

SN T(1 M S C»-ST,C«K «l V • ST age 

E 

3 

98ft , 

{l , 

ft. 

SARATOGA CRFFK 

SN TOMS CM-ST,CHK R| v STAGE' 

f 

3 

RR 0, 

0 . 

ft. 

SARATOGA CREEK 

SN TOMS CR-ST.CRK H| V STAGE 

n 

3 

331, 

0, 


SAN TOMAS CREEK 

DISTRICT .shape hxy ?37 


ft 

770 , 

0, 

ft. 

CALABAZAS CREEK 

DISTRICT SHAPE HwY ?3? 


ft 

7 70, 

ft. 

0 . 

calabazas cre:fk 

I.AWPFNCE EKPwY-mhier avE. 


13 

6<J0, 

ft. 

ft. 


FUNDS WHICH ARE SET ASIDE 

FG« SPECIFIC FUTURE PROJECTS 0, 0, 

BALANCE 0, 0, 


) 


SCHEDULE YEAR 
82-83 83*8« 8P-85 85 

0, 0 » 8 , 

ft, 0, 0, 

0 , 0 , 0 , 

■496 1 , 0, f' # 

0 , 0 , <>, 

0, 0, 0, 

979, ft, ft. 

n, 1&35, 0, 

ft, o, 179$, 

ft, 0, n, 

0, o, 0, 

0. o, o. 

P . 0 , 0 , 

p * ft, fl. 

0, 0, 0, 

0, 0, 0, 

U, U 8, 


86 86-87 67-88 

0. 0 , 0 , 

0, 0, ft, 

0 i P < o ( 

o, ft. 0, 

0 , P . o . 

«, o. 0, 

0, 0. ft , 

p . 0 . p . 

0, p. 0, 

1971, P. 0, 

ft, 2179, 0, 

ft,' 0. 85ft. 

0 , ft , ft , 

0 . 0 , ft , 

0, ft» ' ft« 

0, 0, 1535, 

8, 3. 17 * 


-09 69-90 t O T At. 

0. o, 9, 

0, 0, 3«2, 

0, 0, 196, 

0, ft. ft«b, 

0 , 0 , 2 3 0 , 

0, 0, 137, 

0, 0, 979, 

0, f, lh$5. 

ft, ft, 1793, 

0, 0, 197J, 

0 . 0 . ? t 7 «. 

<1 , ft , , 

335b, 0, 3 3bb, 

0. 3709, 3709, 

1958, 0,, 1958, 

I 

v | 

»'0 , m 0 , I 

0, uo, 


\ 

1 





PROJECTS WHICH KFMAIN TO BE CONSTRUCTED AFTER 


1989-90 


CREEK 


CALAHAZAS CREEK 

CALAHAZAR c«e;Fk 

SARATOGA CWEf.K 

SAN TC^AS AQUINO CHEFK 

PROSPECT CREEK 

WILDCAT CREEK 

SAN TOMAS AQUINO C ft EEK 

san tcmas aquino crFEk 

SAN TOMAS ADUINO CREEK 
SAN T 0 M A S AQUINO C«EEK 
SAN TOMAS AQUtNO CREEK 
san TOMAS A yi 11 NO CREEK 
SAN TCMAS AQUINO CREEK 

san tomas Aquino cree* 
guaoalupf slough 
PAYFRONT LEvEES 
HAYFRONT LEvfPS 
PAYFRONT LEVE p S 


REACH/STAGE COST(lOOOt) 


1 



so-ei 

90-91 

8LANEY* WARDELL 

stage 

1 

92a, 

3 7 39 

8LANFY- WAROELL 

STAGE 

2 

1665, 

6737 

PROSPECT AvE* FOURTH 

ST 


I i«. 

560 

pollaro ro- canon or. 



25a, 

1028 

CALARA24S CRK- END 



37. 

108 

FRUITVAlE -SAWA-LOS GAT RO 


173, 

700 

CABRILL0-WTLL1AMS 

STAGE 

1 

372b. 

15075 

CAfiKJLLO-wILLIAMS 

STAGE 

1 

372b, 

15075 

CA6RILL°-RILLIAMS 

stage 

2 

37 2b f 

150 75 

CABRILLU-wILLIAMS 

STAGE 


372b, 

1 5075 

CABRILlO-MLllAMS 

STAGE 

3 

3726, 

15075 

CABRILLO-wILLIAMS 

STAGE 

3 

3726, 

15075 

CAHRILLO-wILU AMS 

stage 

a 

3726, 

1 5075 

CARRILLO-«ILlJAMS 

STAGE 

u 

3726, 

15075 

HAY* CALABAZAS BASIN 



20520, 

83015 

IF VE E c 



12226, 

a9«61 

t.EVfc'FS O&E 



10 700, 

03267 

LFVFfcS FAG 



7Mj , 

30 75 

total cost of all projects 

IN ZONE 

77209. 

312353, 




APPENDIX B-4 

EARTH AND GABION CHANNEL PROJECT ON SARATOGA CREEK 
WITH AB 549 IMPLEMENTED 


19R585 


B-4-1 




1 / 10/81 


TEN YEAR PLANNING SCHEDULE 

NORTH CENTRAL ZONE (AB509 *12 UNIFORM RATE) 


) 

PUHHtt.6 - 10 PRll.lttlS/tFMl DESIGN • 10 PROJFCTS/«»R INFLATION RATE » ,1SOO /TEAR INVESTMENT RATE = ,1000/TE 


> 

) 

COST FUNCUON PRIORITY 

(PROJECT-REACH) NUHRER 

PROJECT 
COST IN 
00 -e i 

00-81 

81-02 

SCHEDULE YEAR 
(ALL COSTS ARE IN 1000S OF 
82-83 93-ea 80-85 85-06 

DOLt APS) 
86-87 

87-68 

B8-B9 

89*90 1 

TOTAL 

PROJECT 

COST 

} 

INCOME INCOME INCOME 













) 

MI sc REVENUES ** FEES#AM599 ET 


0. 

1010, 

/ 

im, 

1222, 

13aa, 

1979, 

1627, 

1789, 

1968, 

2165, 


1 

LOCAL T6Y REVENUES 


1 108, 

1270. 

1397, 

1537, 

1690, 

1859, 

2095, 

2250, 

20 75, 

2722, 


) 

01 hep EM. SC REVENUES- MINCH 



0, 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

0. 

o. 

0* 


J 

TOTAL annual RFVENUES 


1108, 

2280, 

2500, 

2759. 

3039, 

3338, 

3672, 

9039, 

9003, 

9887, 



PRJOR RESERVES PINS INTEREST 


3 9 9, 

570, 

605, 

665, 

730, 

HOI, 

879, 

965, 

1 057, 

1161, 



SOME MiNOS ChPRIEO OVER 

FROM PRIOR YEARS 


203*. 

0. 

0. 

0. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

0. 

0, 

o. 


) 

LXPfc NSFS-EXPEnSFS-FvpenSE S 













) 

administration costs 

0 


1*9. 

200 . 

220, 

202, 

266, 

292, 

322. 

360, 

309, 

t 

029, 

2903, 

) 

NORMAL MAINTENANCE 

0 


«59. 

550, 

605 , 

665, 

732, 

805, 

806, 

970, 

1071, 

1179, 

792b, 

) 

MAJOR E AC 11 IT Y APPROPRIATION 

0 


UTS, 

U95, 

585, 

599, 

658, 

725, 

797 , 

876, 

965, 

mo, 

7203, 

) 

contingency appropriation 

0 


SO. 

ss. 

60, 

65, 

70. 

75, 

00, 

85, 

90, 

95, 

725, 

) 

OROINANCt construction 

0 


27, 

0. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

o. 

o, 

27. 

) 

CALAHAJAS ch r/w acouitn 

KAINHOw CR TOHNHOMfS 0 


23, 

0. 

o. 

o, 

o. 

0, 

o. 

0, 

0. 

0, 

25. 

) 

SAN TOMAS EROSION REPAIR 
bAYSHORE-AGNEW 0 


29a, 

0. 

o. 

o. 

0. 

0. 

0. 

0, 

0. 

0, 

294, 


) ■ ■ - ; 

i 

1 







COST IN 
60-81 

60-81 

81*82 

SAN TOMAS CR CONST 

SARATOGA CR-PAYSHORF 

0 


2522 , 

ft78. 

SARATOGA CR CONST 

CABWJLLO-SAN 10MAS 

ft 


30. 

0. 

WILDCAT CR R/* APOUTTN 

WlLOCAT CR»0OUGL«S 

0 


6. 

0. 

ENGPG SFRVICFS CONST 

0 


71 . 

0, 

M1 SC FijTUOF CONST 

0 


0. 

30, 

projects In planning 





Sf BAv STUP'Y 

ft 

1 . 

1 . 

0. 

WATERWAYS PLAN ST 1.19 Y 

0 

19. 

1 9. 

0. 

CALARA?AS (;R 

CITY OF SARATOGA 

ft 

90. 

90. 

0. 

CALARA7AS C,R 

I NTF PI M/RF Mf f) I AL wORK 

0 

27. 

27, 

0, 

SAN T pip A S CR 

*UlJ A m S«SA»ATOGA 

ft 

ft R , 

OR, 

y. 

SARATOGA CR 

LAwRfcNCE-C ApRIU.0 

ft 

R. 

9, 

o. 

FNGRG SERVICES PLANNING 

ft 

7. 

7, 

0. 


FUniPf pi anmuc* 


o 980, n, ISO, 


NEW PROJECTS--OKC 


i Ml EDEN EROSION 



) 


SCHEDULE YEAR 

82-83 83-89 89-85 85-86 86-87 87*88 88-89 89-90 TOUL 


0. 0, 0, 

0, 0, 0, 

0, 6, 0, 

*0 , 0 , 9 » 

33i 36. 90, 

0, o, 0, 

0 , o . 0 . 

n, 0, o. 

ft, 0, 0, 

ft, o t o, 

o. o, o, 

0, o, o, 

165, 192. l'>9. 

0 , 0 * o, 


0, o, 0. 

ft * 0 , 0 . 

0 , o f 0 , 

0, p, 0 * 

£1«, 9b, 53, 

0 , « . 9 , 

0 , 0 . 0 , 

ft , ft , ft . 

ft . 0 , 0 . 

0 . ft , 0 . 

ft. ft, 0. 

o, ft, ft, 

210, 201. 266, 

0, 0, Of 


0, 0, 3000, 

0, 0, | 30, 

0, 0, 8, 

ft, 0, 71, 

56. 60, 906. 


0 , 0. 1 , 

0 , 0, 19. 

0, ft, Oft, 

0 , 0 , ‘ 2 /, 

0 , o, 

ft, ft, 9 t 

0. t). 7 t 

202 , 122 . 2036 , 


0, ft, 86, 

l 

i 







COST IN 

ro-s i 

80-81 

61*82 

82-8$ 

SCHEDULE 

8 3-84 04-85 

YEAR 

05-86 

86-87 

87-00 

88-89 

09-90 

total 

SARATOGA CR F«OStON 
t-FNTRAL PARK 


0 

6. 

o. 

9. 

o. 

0. 

ft. 

o. 

0. 

ft. 

0, 

o. 

9 

POMF.HOY BRIDGE 


0 

?! 0, 

ft. 

242, 

ft, 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 


0. 

o, 

0. 1 

242 

BfeNTOM RRIl>f,F 


0 

170. 

0, 

198, 

0. 

0. 

0. 

ft. 

0. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

196 

LAwpfmcF CULVFPT&EROSIDN 


0 

375, 

ft. 

ft. 

496, 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

9. 

ft. 

496 

MILLER avE CULVERT 


0 

200 . 

0. 

230. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

o. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft . 

ft. 

230 

Saratoga crfe* dscn-cokst 

SAn TdmAS-iawrEnCF stag? a 


2 

11P. 

ft, 

13 7, 

ft. 

ft. 

0, 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

0. 

137 

SARATOGA CRFFK 

SN TOMS rR-ST.CP* «( V STAGE 

0 

a 

7 4 0, 

0, 

ft. 

979. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

0. 

ft. 

979 

SARATOGA CPF-'t* 

$N TOMS CR.ST.CWK IUV STAGE. 

f 

2 

10 75, 

0. 

0. 

ft. 

1635. 

ft. 

ft. 

'>. 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 

1655 

SARATOGA CRfcFX 

SN TOMS CR-ST.CRK F*LV STAGE 

l' 

? 

1025, 

ft. 

ft. 

0, 

o. 

1 793, 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

0. 

1 793 

Saratoga crfek 

SN TOMS CP.ST.fRK »[ V STAGE 

F 

2 

9D0 , 

o . 

ft. 

ft. 

0. 

ft. 

t ft 7 1 , 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 1 

197 1 

SARATOGA CRFfc K 

SN TOMS CR-ST.CRK p(v STAGE 

F 

? 

9u o, 

0, 

0. 

ft. 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 

2174, 

ft. 

0. 

ft. 

21 74 

Saratoga c«FFk 

SN toms CR-ST.CRK HLV STAGE 

r. 

? 

87b, 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

0. 

o. 

ft . 

2520, 

ft. 

ft. 

2328, 

Saratoga crfek 

SN TOMS C«-ST,CRK Mlv STAGE 

B 

a 

080. 

ft. 

f '. 

ft. 

0. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

ft. 

2 6 0 0 , 

ft. 

2600 

Saratoga cree'k 

SN TOMS CR-ST.CHK P| V STAGE 

T 

a 

600 . 

ft. 

0 . 

o. 

0 . 

0 . 

ft. 

0 . 

0 , 

0 . 

2111 , 

2111 

FUNDS WHICH ARE SET ASIDE 

FUR SPECIFIC FUTURE PROJECTS 




ft. 

0 . 

0 , 

0 , 

ft. 

0 . 

ft. 

0 . 

ft. 

0 , 


BALANCE 




0 . 

0 . 

It, 

). 

ft. 

«• 

i. 

68 , 

.35, 

738, 



) 


NORTH central ZONE (AB509 *12 UNIFORM RATE) 


CASH FLOW SUMMARY 



80*61 

ei*82 

82-83 

SCHEDULE 
83*80 60*85 

YEAR 

85*86 

86*6 7 

87*88 

88*89 

89*90 

Rfc fe I NNT NT. CASH BALANCE 

2838, 

525. 

SSI , 

616, 

677, 

709, 

831 , 

910, 

1 0 70 , 

1210, 

MISC RF VF NIIF S * FFFS»A3Sii9 E T 

0. 

1010. 

J1U, 

1222, 

1340, 

1979, 

1627 , 

1789, 

1968, 

2165, 

LOCAL TA if REVENUES 

1J08, 

1270. 

1 597 . 

1537, 

1690. 

1 8 S 9 , 

20 0 5. 

2250, 

20/S, 

2722, 

INTEREST income 

309, 

S3, 

ss. 

6?, 

68 , 

75.* 

»3, 

91 , 

107. 

121, 

OTMM M ISC PpVENUFS* MINOR 

o. 

0. 

0. 

0, 

o. 

6. 

0, 

o. 

o. 

0, 

TOTAL RTVFM'FS 

0290, 

2«58, 

31 to. 

3437, 

3779, 

0 162, 

9585, 

soos, 

S621 , 

6219, 

ADMINISTRATION C p S T 9 

169, 

POO, 

220, 

202, 

266, 

29?, 

322. 

350 . 

389. 

029, 

PLANN1NO 

1 'iH , 

ISO, 

J 65 , 

182, 

199, 

219, 

?/Jl . 

266 , 

292, 

522, 

r.ONSTRtlt I I ON 

29 73. 

HOT. 

1506, 

1671 , 

1 8 3 5, 

2 o 1 S , 

2222, 

2 381, 

2fcS8, 

2175, 

NORMAL i'AJnTF NANCE 

959, 

550 , 

60S, 

665 , 

7 32, 

6 0S, 

86 6, 

9 70 , 

1071, 

1179,' 

MAJOR UrniTV A PPROP t- I A T T Of 

07S, 

095, 

SOS, 

S99, 

658, 

7 2S, 

79 1 . 

6 76 , 

5*5. 

1110, 

CONTTNOFnCY APPROPRIATION 

50, 

SS. 

60, 

6S, 

70, 

75, 

60. 

85, 

90, 

,9b. 

SUP TOTAL 

«?9ij, 

<?«57, 

310?, 

302 3, 

3758, 

9 131, 

0 5 a m , 

0936, 

5965. 

S 309, 

CONSTRUCT TON UNFNfUMHERFD 

0. 

1. 

12, 

13. 

21, 

31, 

37. 

1 09, 

155. 

909, 

total 

«29u. 

?8se. 

3110, 

3037, 

3 7 79, 

0162, 

0585, 

SOOS, 

5621 , 

6219, 



> 


P^OJFCTS WHICH REMAIN TO PE CONSTRUCTED AFTER 1969*90 


CREEK 


i 

SAN TC1MAS CREEK 
CAI.AAAZ/IS CREEK 
CALAHA2AS CwfFk 
CACAPAZA<5 C R t F K 
CAtABAZAS creek 
SARATOGA CREEk 
$AN TOMAS AlJUINO CWE’Fh 
PROSPECT CREEk 

1 WILDCAT C R FfK 

SAN TOMAS A OUT NO CREEK 
SAN TOMAS A Oil I NO CREEK 
SAN TOMAS AQUTN>) CREEK 
SAN TOMAS ACUTN" CREEK 
SAN TOmas AOUTnO CREEK 
SAN T0 M AS AQOTNM CREEK 
SAN Toma«; AtJUIN0 C tt EEK 
SAN TOMA? AQUINO CREEK 
0 U A 0 A L 1.1 Pt 51 Ol.iRM 
payfront LEvEFS 

mayE^CNT LEvEES 
BAVfpn\. T | f v E F S 

TO 


> 


■) 


RfACH/STAGE COST(IOOOS) 





SO* 81 

90-91 

DISTRICT SHARE HR Y 237 


770, 

5115, 

DISTRICT SHARF HwY 237 


170 , 

3115, 

LAWRENCE 6*PWY-MILLER 

AVE 


ttOO, 

2589, 

Hlaney. rardELL 

stage 

1 

92a, 

3739, 

8LANEY* wAROEU 

stage 

a 

1665, 

6 7 3 7, 

prospect ave- fourth 

ST 


1 38, 

560 , 

POLLARD RD- canon OR* 



259, 

1028, 

CALA8AZAS CRK- END 



37, 

1 as. 

FRUITVALE -SARA-LOS GAT RD 


173. 

700 , 

CAHRIU 0-mILLJAMS 

stage 

l 

372 6, 

15075, 

CARRHlO-wIU IAms 

stage 

1 

372fe f 

15075, 

CMRULO-wIUIA^S 

STAGE 

2 

3726, 

15075, 

CA8RlU.0-wIt.LI * M -S 

stage 

i 

3726, 

15075, 

CA8RILL0--ILLIAmS 

stage 

5 

3726, 

15075, 

caprillo-willums 

stage 

3 

3126, 

15075, 

CAHRILLO-kILLIAms 

stage 

a 

3726, 

1 8075, 

CAHRIt LO-KlLLIAMS 

stage 

<1 

3 726, 

18075, 

SAY- CALAhAZAS PAS IN 



20520, 

83015, 

LEVEE C 



12226, 

09061, 

IFVEES DKF 



10700, 

03287. 

LEVEES fag 



760, 

3075, 

COST OF 4|_t PRl'JFCTS 

IN ZONE 

76389, 

321172, 


I 




APPENDIX C 


REFERENCE MATERIAL 


19R585 


C-l 




AGENDA MEMORANDUM 


AGENDA DATE 
ZONE NC 
SUBJECT: 


-9/16/HQ_ ITEM NO. v ' UNIT_ Design and Construction 

PROJECT NO. 2019 name Lower San Tomas Creek 


Lower San Tomas Creek Proposed Channel Improvements Between 
Bayshore and Cabrillo Avenue 


EXPLANATION: 

On August 12 the Board requested a report on the effectiveness of the Lower 
San Tomas Creek channel improvements if they were designed to contain only that 
flow remaining in the channel if the inadequate box culvert upstream was never 
enlarged to carry the ultimate 1% flow. 

BACKGROUND 


Hie Lower San Tomas Creek project, between Bayshore Freeway and Cabrillo Avenue, 
was approved by the Board on April 15, 1980 and is now under design. 

The project as approved is expected to: 

1. Prevent 1 % flood damages westerly of San Tomas Creek and northerly 
of Cabrillo Avenue. These damages are estimated at $12 million. 

2. Cost $2.1 million. 

QUESTION 


Because of upstream overbanking, there could be a 1,600 cfs reduction in the 
1% flow rates for this project if the long box culvert on San Tomas was never 
enlarged to carry the ultimate 1% flow. Since there is not forseeable funding 
to enlarge the box culvert, is it desirable to build the larger downstream 
project at this time? 

ANALYSIS 


Using the lower figure for design would make it possible to reduce the proposed 
channel sections. 

The smaller channel sections would permit cost savings in channel lining and 
excavation. 


(CONTINUED) 


RECOMMENDATION: 


That there be no change in the project design from that previously approved. 

1 of 2 




Subject: 


Lower San Tomas Creek Proposed Channel Improvements Between Bayshore 
and Cabrillo Avenue 


The modified project would: 

1. Still provide the $12 million flood damage reduction benefit. 

2. Cost $1.9 million. 

CONCLUSION 


There would only be a relatively small reduction in construction cost if the 
project were designed with flows reduced to existing 1% flow rates. 

The proposed full scale project is an element in the ultimate solution to the 
problem and would not present an obstacle if conditions change. If the channel 
were not enlarged to the 1% level with the present opportunity, it would need to 
be part of any solution to the inadequate box culvert if one is proposed in the 
future. 

The channel could be down-sized in such a way that future enlargement would cost 
only about 12% more than present cost savings based on today’s estimated costs. 
Given a cessation of inflation of construction costs this might be appropriate. 
It seems more prudent however to not rely on such a cessation at this time. 

Hie District has adopted lower standards on some projects, where the current cost 
savings can be shown to be very substantial. That does not seem to be the case 
here. 




Director Sanchez stated that timing is important when you have more than 
one property owner involved. 

Mr. Richard Wiley, special counsel for SCVWD, commented that one of the 
most important points of Mr. Ferguson T s presentation is that the selection of the 
location or alignment of the pipeline within the roadway alignment will result in 
the least private injury because it is in an area that is already designated for 
another public project therefore, it cannot be available for private use under the 
existing zoning and master plan situation. 

Chairman Peralta asked if there were any property owners in the audience 
who would like to address the Board on this matter. There were none. 

Mr. Wiley stated that the present law provides that when you make a 
security deposit that that fixes the date of viue. 

Mr. Ed Ferguson, Supervising Civil Engineer, explained the project in 

detail. 


A lengthy discussion ensued. 

Mr. Wiley stated the Board is acting on findings based on the factual 
information that was presented to them and that these findings are that public 
interest and necessity require the acquisition, construction, completion and 
maintenance by the District of this public improvement, that the use for which 
the real property is to be applied is for such public improvement, that the real 
property or interest therein is necessary for public use and the taking is necessary 
for the public project and that the proposed public improvement is planned and 
located in a manner which will be most compatible with the greatest public good 
and the least private injury. 

It was moved by Director Dullea, seconded by Director Sanchez and 
unanimously carried by a roll call vote that RESOLUTION NOS. 80-75, 80-76, 80- 
77, 80-78 and 80-79, IN THE MATTER OF DETERMINING AND DECLARING 
PUBLIC NECESSITY FOR THE ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY OR 
INTEREST THEREIN AND AUTHORIZING ACQUISITION OF THE SAME BY 
EMINENT DOMAIN, be adopted. 


5. Mr. Korbay reported back to the Board at their request on Lower San^\ 
Tomas Creek’s proposed channel improvements between Bayshore Freeway and 
Cabrillo Avenue., Project No. 2019. An explanation is contained in the attached 
agenda memorandum. 

Following a brief discussion, it was moved by Director Ferraro, seconded by 
Director Lenihan and unanimously carried that there be no change in the project 
design from that previously approved. 

13. Chairman Peralta opened the meeting for public comment on any 
subject not on the agenda. 
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John L. Richardson Manuel Gomez 

Review of San Tomas Aouino Creek with City 
of Santa Clara and Financial Capability of the December 28, 1979 

North Central Flood Control Zone 


On December 20, 1979, a meeting was held between representatives from the City 
of Santa Clara and myself to review the flood control measures proposed for 
San Tomas Aquino Creek in the reach from Highway 101 to 680 feet upstream 
of the confluence with Saratoga Creek. 

The representatives from the City of Santa Clara concurred with the proposed 
measures and asked the District to proceed implementation of the total project 
at the earliest possible time. 1 

It was indicated that the cost of the total project would be about $2.1 
million and in this F.Y. (1979-80) there is about $1.86 million available 
for construction on this project. It was pointed out that, in the event 
no additional money was available this fiscal year, the project could be 
implemented in two stages. 

Mr. Cristofano (Director of Public Works for the City of Santa Clara) indi¬ 
cated that, based on past experiences, he would ask the District Board of 
Directors to authorize implementation of the total project under one 
contract. He pointed out that the City of Santa Clara has been very 
cooperative with the Vfater District and, if needed, he would ask the City 
Council to address the District and present this case. He also stated that 
the City of oanta Clara could use the extra soil available from the project 

(about 60,000 C.Y.) helping reduce the cost for hauling away the excavated • 
material. 

In the North Central Zone, presently there is $1.86 million dollars budgeted 
for San Tomas Aquino Creek between Williams Road and Highway 101. In addi¬ 
tion, there is about $300,000 remaining on Saratoga Creek account which will 
not be used this F.Y. At the end of this F.Y., there will be about $400,000 
net cash in the reserve fund for the North Central Zone. The 1980-81 Tax 
Revenue for the North Central General Fund is estimated to be $1.2 million, 
of which about $0.9 million will be budgeted for Administrative, Planning, 
Maintenance and Operation costs, leaving $0.3 million for construction costs 
in F.Y. 1980-81 in the North Central Zone. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the proposed flood control measures on San 
Tomas Aquino Creek, from 630 feet upstream of the confluence with Saratoga 
Creek to 12S feet downstream of Highway 101, be implemented in one stage at 
a total cost of $2.1 million. To do so will require transferring the unused 
budget on Saratoga Creek ($300,000) to the San Tomas Aquino Creek account 
this fiscal year. 

It is estimated by the Design Division that it would take about 8 months 
(under present structure) to prepare the plans and specifications for 
construction of this project. 



Predesign Division 
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AGENDA MEMORANDUM 


AGENDA DATE 7/17/79_ITEM NO. S~'{ UNIT Design and Construction 


ZONE Nc _PROJECT NO. 2021 NAME Saratoga Creek 


SUBJECT: Report on Saratoga Creek (San Tomas Aquino Creek to Lawrence 

Expressway) Flood Protection Study 


EXPLANATION: 

Even though it had been determined earlier this year that the Saratoga Creek project 
could not be funded in the foreseeable future by the North Central Zone portion of 
the District’s allocation of the one percent property tax. District staff has been • 
proceeding with finalization of the Engineer's Report. This was to finalize the 
Board's earlier decision to approve a gabion-lined rather than a concrete-lined 
project.^ That decision was made with the knowledge that, even though the gabion- 
lined project would cost more than concrete lining, the gabion-lined project was 
most desired by the community. Unfortunately, in recent months, the cost of 
gabions has escalated sharply so that the estimated cost of such a project is now 
$8.6 million compared to $6.2 million for concrete lining. 

Under these conditions, it is recommended that staff notify the citizen’s committee 
and the City, of Santa Clara that the gabion-lined channel can no longer be considered 
and, in light of the lack of funding ability to actually install either project, 
completion of the report (which requires a public hearing) is suspended. 

The study has revealed, however, that a lot of potential flood damage can be eliminated 
by enlarging the short reach of Saratoga Creek from Cabrillo Avenue to the confluence 
with San Tomas Aquino Creek, in conjunction with improving the reach of San Tomas 
Aquino Creek between the confluence with Saratoga Creek and Bayshore Freeway. The 
short reach of Saratoga Creek had been planned under either alternative to remain an 
unlined channel, but enlarged. Construction cost of this reach is about $500,000 
which is available from North Central Zone funds and construction of this reach’will 
be proposed in conjunction with the San Tomas Aquino project for which a planning 
ieport is under preparation. A map of the area showing potential flooding and 
flooding reduction is attached. 


RECOMMENDATION: That District staff be authorized to notify the Saratoga Creek 

Citizen's Committee and the City of Santa Clara staff that 
completion of the Saratoga Creek Planning Study is suspended 
unless and until supplementary financing becomes available. 
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AGENDA DATE 10/23/79 ITEM NO. 


UNIT Design ^ Construction 


Yi&C'-/ 


2 ONE 


PROJECT NO. 


NAME Saratoga Creek 


CCaAh £ 


SUBJECT: Letter from Mayor Gissler of Santa Clara 


EXPLANATION 


The City^Council of Santa Clara requests that the District investigate the 
easibility of using benefit assessment proceedings to finance construction 
of the Saratoga and San Tomas Creeks. 


District staff has been meeting with local citizens and City staff and upon 

their request has prepared and discussed the attached table indicating various 
assessment possibilities. 


Staff has also stated the following to the citizens and City staff: 


1. An in-depth study of benefit assessment financing needs to be 
made because there are many potential strategies regarding what areas should 
be covered and what should be financed. 


2 . Staff intends to make recommendations to the District Board 
concerning a District-wide study that could properly address this issue. 


3. A serious consequence of assessment levies by watershed zones is the 
potential election cost. Special voter lists would need to be prepared and it 
appears that an election in the Saratoga and San Tomas Creek watersheds alone 
would cost m the neighborhood of $250,000. 


4. Information on parcel sizes and uses appears not to be available in 
useful form in the County Assessor files. An actual assessment levy would 
require a large first time data collection and computer programming effort. 


Los Angeles County and Alameda County are currently conducting County¬ 
wide benefit assessment proceedings leading to elections in November 1979, 
and June 1980 respectively. Staff will report on these efforts on October 23 
and will provide further background on the enabling legislation and recommendations 
for further action at a near future Board meeting. 


RECOMMENDATION: That the Chairman be authorized to send the attached letter 
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Fl oo d__C°ntrol Assessment Per Lot Per Year Under AB 549 


area. 


Desired Revenue for 

Construction 

Area to be Assessed ^ 

$ i M ' 
(Index) 

f S M 

(Saratoga Creek 
plus Lower San 
Tomas) 

(4-yr. Durat.} 

$ 20 M 

Entire Saratoga $ 
San Tomas Aquino 
Creeks 

(5-yr. Duration) 

Equivalent 

Number of Lots. 

y, v, v, 4/ 

1) All area subject to FIA requirements 
for Saiatoga $ San Tomas Aquino Creeks 
to Highway 101 

$225 

r 

$900 

lii J 

4,445 

2) All area flooded to zero depth for both 
creeks to Highway 101 

$124 

- 

$496 

8,090 

3) Area under FIA west of Saratoga Creek 
and D/S confluence and west of San Tomas 
Aquino Creek 

$355 

$710 

• 

2,815 

4) Area flooded to zero depth west of 
Saratoga and D/S confluence and west 

San Tomas Aquino Creek 

$259 

$518 

- 

3,850 

VQS 

5) Saratoga and San Tomas Aquino Creeks 
Watersheds to Highway 101 

$ 17 

- 

$ 68 

60,131 

6) Saratoga Creek watershed to confluence 
with San Tomas Aquino Creek 

- 

/ Assumes nronnrti nn a • •. 

$ 52 

- 

- 

19,325 


2/ Assumes a .1 coeff. for raw undeveloped aroi " 

- AV n” «e; n il°;2M 1 X.T el haS an area ° £ - 22 acre C% °° SC >' ft ^ Which deludes share of roadway. 

- Correctlon factor also eliminates public lands from Assessment District (parks, public schools, cemeteries, etc.) 
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October 23, 1979 - 


Mayor William A. Gissler 
The City of Santa Clara 
City Hall 

1SQ0 Warburton Avenue 

Santa Clara, California 95050 

Dear Mayor Gissler: 

piank you for your letter of October 11, 1979, asking that the District 
investigate the feasibility of using assessment Districts as a method of 
rinancing work on Saratoga and San Tomas Creeks. 

We too are disappointed that the conclusion of many years of careful 
planning of these projects by us and your community has been frustrated 
by our current financial restraints. Your City has always been understand¬ 
ing and supportive of our mission and we appreciate it. 

There are many potential strategies that we must consider in investigating 
tne use of benefit assessments. We expect to be considering recommendations 
irom our staff m the near future as to how we should proceed, and we’d 
li^e to respond more completely to your letter after we have studied the 
matter. You will hear from us next month. 

Sincerely yours. 


Patrick T. Ferraro 
Chairman, Board of Directors 

be: Board of Directors, SCVWD(agenda) 10/23/79 
J. OMlalloran; R. Esau; S. Ekstrand 
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CALIFORNIA 

CITY HALL 

1500 WARBURTON AVE 
SANTA CLARA CA 95050 
(408) 984-3250 


October 11, 1979 


Board of Directors of the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5750 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, California 95118 

Gentlemen: 

In a letter dated July 20, 1979,, Mr. George Korbay informed the City of 
Santa Clara that the District had to suspend completion of the Saratoga 
Creek Planning Study unless and until supplemental financing became avail¬ 
able to the District. 


it is our understanding that this letter was precipitated because of the 
reduction in annual revenues to the District due to Proposition 13. 

The City Council and the Citizens Committee for Saratoga Creek were most 
dismayed over the letter because it has been a long-term goal of the City 
and its citizens to improve Saratoga Creek. Because of the importance of 
the project, the City Council directed its staff to meet again with Water 
District representatives and the Citizens Committee to see if there were 
other alternate sources of revenue that could become availab 1e, particularly 
state and/or federal funds. 


After two such meetings, it is apparent to us that there are no significant 
state or federal grants that can be used for the improvement of Saratoga 
Creek. However, new legislation in the form of Assembly Bill 549 has been 
chaptered into state law. This legislation empowers Boards of Supervisors 
(or the Board of Directors for the District) to initiate assessment pro¬ 
ceedings for flood control projects. 


In reviewing the potential flooding problems within the Saratoga Creek water- ! 
shed, it is apparent that the San Tomas Aquino Creek watershed also affects i 

Saratoga Creek because of spillage of excess waters that cannot be handled I 

• by the San Tomas Aquino Creek only. Therefore, it appears that both problems 
|_should be more thoroughly investigated as a possible joint improvement project. 


f*At its meeting of October 9, 1979, the City Council, 
j Citizens Committee for Saratoga Creek, requested the 
\ the Santa Clara Valley V/ater District to investigate 
| assessment district procedures as a viable method to 
j improvements. 


J 


in cooperation with the "~~V 
Board of Directors of 
the feasibility of using i 
finance the required 





Board of Directors of the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
October 11, 1979 
Page 2 


We would be most appreciative of learning the Directors’ feelings on this 
matter at the earliest practical time. Toward this end, our staff or members 
of the Citizens Committee for Saratoga Creek wi11 assist the District in any 
way they can. 



Mayor 
WAG:mn 

cc: Joe Clark 

3037 Stevenson, S.C, 

John O’Halloran, Gen. Manager 
Santa Clara Valley Water Dist. 

George Korbay 

Design and Construction Manager 
SantaClara Valley Water Dist. 




CALIFORNIA 


DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
CITY HALL 

! 500 WARQURTON AVE. 
SANTA CLARA. CA. 95050 
(408) 984-3200 


August 21, 1979 


Mr. George Korbay 

Design and Construction Manager 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 

5750 Almaden Expressway 

San Jose, California 95118 

Dear George: 

As a result of your July 20, 1S79 letter regarding the suspension of the 
Saratoga Creek Planning Study, we brought the matter before the City 
Counci 1. 

Although we all recognize the revenue limitations of the Water District, 
we, none the less, were very discouraged because of the years of work put 
in on the Saratoga Creek improvement project. 

Therefore, the Council wishes to see the City staff, representatives of 
the Saratoga Creek Citizens Committee, and the Water District to meet once 
again to explore; 

a) The availability of other revenue sources (Federal 
or State), and 

b) A review of the present improvement concept to see 
if it can be revised to lessen the cost of 
construction. 

I would further propose that the meeting be held in late afternoon (as the 
others were held) in the Conference Room adjacent to my office when you 
determine when the Committee can meet. Please call my office so that we 
can reserve the Conference Room. 


Very truly yours, 



S. M. Cristofano 

Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
SMC: mn 

cc: Joe Clark 

3037 Stevenson, S.C. 




July 20, 1979 


Mr. Sam Cristofano 

Director of Public Works 

City of Santa Clara 

Post Office Box 3Q8 

Santa Clara, California 95052 

Dear Sara: 

We have had to suspend completion of the Saratoga Creek Planning 
Study unless and until supplemental financing becomes available 
(see attached Agenda Memorandum). 

An interim report (attached) indicates that, under the present 
xinancial system, neither a gab ion ""lined channel nor a concrete- 
lined channel could be constructed 'by revenues generated by 
the North Central Flood Control Zone. 

Our studies have revealed, however, that a lot of potential flood 
damage can be eliminated by enlarging the short reach of Saratoga 
Creek from Cabrillo Avenue to the confluence with San Tomas 
Aquino Creek in conjunction with improving the reach of San Tomas 
Aquino Creek between the confluence with Saratoga Creek and 
Bayshore Freeway. Planning reports for these two short reaches 
are under preparation and we will be proposing construction in 
the not too distant future. 

The District will continue to maintain the Saratoga Creek and 
provide emergency erosion control measures as needed. 


Thank you and the Citizens Committee for your assistance over the 
many months of this study. 

Sincerely yours, 

OftfcSlttAt: SiGPvmo 

George Korbay 

Design and Construction Manager 

Attachments 

cc: M. Gomez 

G. Korbay 
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MINUTES 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
July 17, 1979 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers) 


A regular meeting of the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley 
Water District was held in the Board Room of the District Administration 
Building, 5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California, at 9:00 a.m. on 
July 17, 1979. 


1_. Board members present were Directors M. E. Dullea, J. J. Lenihan, 
L. Peralta, A. T. Pfeiffer, C. M. Rush, R. T. Sapp and P, T. Ferraro, 
Chairman, presiding, constituting a quorum of the Board. 

Staff members present were G. Dunlap, S. A. Ekstrand, R. R. Esau, 

A. T. Henley, J. T. O’Halloran and C. G. Wilson. 


2_. It was moved by Director Dullea, seconded by Director Peralta and 
unanimously carried that the Minutes of June 26, 1979 be approved as 
written. 


3_. The Board considered the matter of legal action to end the tres¬ 
pass of Thomas Jefferson Bowman, Jr. on District lands, Almaden Valley, 
Project No. 9230, which had been continued from July 10, 1979. 

The Board discussed the matter. Director Sapp requested staff to 
redouble their efforts for actual confrontation with Mr. Bowman to make 
certain he is aware of District’s intended legal action in the event of his 
refusal to end encroachment upon District property. 

It was moved by Director Dullea, seconded by Director Pfeiffer and 
unanimously carried that, following the above stipulation. General Counsel 
be authorized to take legal action to end the trespass of Thomas J. Bowman, 
Jr. upon District lands. 


4_. Mr. George Korbay reviewed the Saratoga Creek Project (San Tomas^\ 
Aquino Creek to Lawrence Expressway), Project No. 2021, with regard to the 
flood protection study as explained in the attached agenda memorandum. 

Discussion followed on the fact that the Saratoga Creek project could 
not be funded in its entirety, but study had revealed that a lot of 
potential flood damage can be eliminated by enlarging the short reach of 
Saratoga Creek from Cabrillo Avenue to the confluence with San Tomas Aquincj 
Creek, in conjunction with improving the reach of San Tomas Creek between 
the confluence with Saratoga Creek and Bayshore Freew f ay. The short reach 
of Saratoga Creek had not been involved in the controversy between gabion- 
lined or concrete-lined channels but had been planned to remain an unlinedJ 
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enlarged channel. Construction cost of this reach is about $500,000 which 
is available from North Central Zone funds. A map of the area showing one 
percent potential flooding and flooding reduction is attached. 

The Board discussed with staff the potential depth of flooding in 
residential and industrial areas and the cost-benefit ratio of improvement 
thereto. 


Mr. Manuel Gomez, Associate Civil Engineer, used a wall display map to 
describe in detail the entire flooding pattern of the San Tomas Aquino and 
Saratoga Creeks. 

Following further discussion, it was moved by Director Peralta, 
seconded by Director Dullea and unanimously carried that District staff be 
authorized to notify the Saratoga Creek Citizen’s Committee and the City o: 
Santa Clara staff that completion of the Saratoga Creek Planning Study is 
suspended unless and until supplementary financing becomes available. 

Director Dullea directed staff to check with the Santa Clara City 
Council to make sure the Council was aware of the previous course taken 
by the District and advised of the direction currently being taken. 


5_. Dr. Bernard Goldner, Environmental Specialist, reviewed the 
Negative Declaration on Proposed Resumption of Herbicide Spray Program 
to Control Weeds in the South Flood Control Zone. He noted that the 
program ran into heavy opposition from many quarters and District staff 
feels that the best course of action at this time is not to approve that 
particular Negative Declaration. The herbicide (Amitrole), originally 
intended for use, is currently being reviewed by EPA. 

Chairman Ferraro stated he would prefer to change the name of the 
program to ’’Weed Control” rather than "Herbicide”. 

Following discussion, it was moved by Director Peralta, seconded by 
Director Lenihan and carried that the Board approve a staff study on 
alternatives to herbicide spraying to control weeds. Director Sapp voted 
”no n . 


6_. Chairman Ferraro discussed the attached letter dated July 10, 1979 
from Kurt Wassermann, Chief, Office of Water Recycling, State Water 
Resources Control Board, Sacramento, regarding construction grant funds 
for wastewater reclamation. 

During Board discussion. Director Sapp suggested that President Carter 
be informed of District interest and communications regarding request for 
grant funding in the field of wastewater reclamation. 

Chairman Ferraro requested staff to prepare a draft letter of reply 
to the Office of Water Recycling and to prepare an informative letter to 
President Carter, with a copy to Congressman Mineta, enclosing an article 
from Western Water News and letters discussed at today’s meeting. 
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on 


MINUTES 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
November 9, 1976 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers) 


A regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District was held in the Board 
Room of the District Administration Building, 5750 Almaden 
Expressway, San Jose, California, on November 9, 1976, 
at 9:00 a.m. 


1» Board members present were J. Chiri, M. E. 

Dullea, P. T.^Ferraro, Linda Peralta, C. M. Rush, R. T. Sapp, 
and J. J. Lenihan, Chairman, presiding, comprising a quorum 
of-the Board. 

Staff members in attendance were v. V. Enander, R. R. 
Esau, L. C. Fowler, A. T. Henley, J. T. O'Halloran, 

E. Prettyman.and c. G. Wilson. 


2 - It was moved by Director Rush, seconded by 
Director Dullea and carried that the minutes of the meeting 
of October 26, 1976 be approved as mailed. 


3. Mr. George S. Korbay, Design and Construction 
Manager, reviewed the history of the Saratoga Creek Planning 
Study, Project No. 2021. He introduced Mr. Joseph Clark, 
Chairman of the Saratoga Creek Committee, and Ms. Monica 
Miller, representing the Santa Clara Unified School 
District * 

Mr. Korbay reviewed the attached agenda memorandum 
with regard to the contract with Creegan and D'Angelo. 

It was moved by Director Sapp, seconded by Director 
Dullea and carried that the Board authorize payment of 
the Creegan and D'Angelo contract up to $53,818.38. 

Mr. Richard Pardini, /associate Civil Engineer, 
Predesign Division, showed slides of the creek as it now 
exists. 


JHr. Clark commented on the Committee's activiti es 
^during the four years it has" been meeting and urged that 
improvements on the ereek be commenced as ~ soon as pos s ible. 


Ms. Miller commented on the School District's program 
relative to developing student interest in the environ¬ 
mental aspects of the creek. 
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AGENDA MEMORANDUM 

AGENDA DATE 11/9/76 JTRM NO. 3 U NIT Design and 

ZONE NC - . P ROJECT NO. 2021 N AME Saratoga Creek 

SUBJECT; Saratoga Creek Planning Study 


JLu 





Construction 


EXPLANATION; 


I The August 10, 1976 report to the Board stated that the all-gabion 
| channel alternative would be discussed with the Saratoga Creek 
Committee by its Chairman, Mr. Joe Clark. Mr. Clark has done so 
and staff is informed that while the committee would prefer no 
disruption of the creek’s natural environment, there is at least 
agreement that the gabion-treated channel is preferred to concrete 
lining. 


The appropriate next step is for District staff to complete the 
draft planning report and draft EIR and schedule the appropriate 
public hearings. 


At this time, it is desirable to conclude the contract with the 
Creegan and D’Angelo firm for studies on the creek. The con¬ 
sultant firm has incurred a cost of $7,636.75 in additional 
studies. It is recommended that this cost be shared equally by 
the consultant and the District because the consultant relied on 
earlier District staff indications that a floodwall concept would 
be most desirable and completed his report accordingly. The 
District staff's.opinion relied on an assumption that floodwalls 
could be safely installed at the tops of bank. Review of the 
floodwall alternative resulted in the opinion that extensive bank 
revetment would be necessary in many areas to prevent erosion 
from undermining the proposed walls. It appeared that so much 
revetment would be necessary that the channel would end up es¬ 
sentially lined. This led staff to the conclusion that as long as 
channel needs to be lined, it may as well be deepened somewhat 
ana thus avoid the use of walls entirely. The consultant accepted 
this direction and proceeded with his remaining authorized funds 
to restudy the project. Because of the planning nature of the 
study, the consultant was unable to accurately forecast whether or 
not the additional study could be completed within budget until the 
restudy was actually undertaken. Upon conclusion of the restudy, 
the consultant found that they had generated charges of $13,262.53 
over the $50,000 limit. Of this overrun, $7,636.75 is directly 
attributable to the restudy and is proposed to be shared equally 
by the District and the Consultant. 


RECOMMENDATION: That the Board authorize payment of the Creegan 

and D'Angelo contract up to $53,818.38. 
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AGENDA DATE 8/10/76 ITEM NO. f U NTT Design and Construction 

ZONE NC _PROJECT NO. 2021 N AME Saratoga Creek _ 

SUBJECT: Progress Report on Studies of Saratoga Creek in 
Santa Clara 


r 


r 


EXPLANATION: 

In 1974 the District contracted with Creegan and D’Angelo to 
prepare a hearing plan on Saratoga Creek between the San Tomas 
Confluence and Stevens Creek Boulevard in the City of■Santa Clara. 
Creegan and D’Angelo have essentially completed their report, 
which recommends a partially excavated channel lined with rock 
and gabions which they believe met with the approval of most 
people in the area. However, it is the staff's opinion that 
this type of project would be difficult to maintain and would 
cost about $2,000,000 more than a concrete-lined channel. 

A meeting was held with the Saratoga Creek Committee to discuss 
these facts. The general consensus was unfavorable to a con- 
cr< 7* :e c ^ anne l ♦ Some wanted .the creek left completely natural f . 
j Q}jja*'project using ro c.ks and gabions but minimizing , 

~ existing stream. The District has received 
approxrmateTy^S^Te11ers from school children, whose school is 
near the creek, protesting consideration of a concrete channel, 

The children of course did not consider the negative aspects and 
dangers of flooding, only the preservation of the reparian 
habitat. 

District staff has investigated a third alternative of a gabion- 
only-lined channel that could be adjusted to have somewhat less 
disturbance on.the natural environment than the Creegan and 
D’Angelo proposal; it would not require the removal of any 
bridges; and it would be somewhat easier to maintain. The cost 
is slightly less than the Creegan and D’Angelo proposal, but 
still considerably more than the cost of a concrete channel. 

One way of reducing the early cost of the gabion channel would be 
to do just that work necessary for flood control purposes and to 
correct only immediate erosion problems that actually threaten 
property. Also, only minimal work would be done through the 
Central Park area, such as low mounding, etc., to confine flood 
flows, but not correct all the erosion problems. This would have 
to be done in close cooperation with the City of Santa Clara. 

This approach would reduce the initial cost of the gabion project 
to about $3,900,000, which is close to the cost of the concrete 
channel. Attached is a cost summary of the three alternatives. 
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